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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,  
 
          Plaintiff-Respondent, 
 
v. 
 
TAYLOR CARL BENEDICT, 
 
          Defendant-Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 
          NO. 43953 
 
          Ada County Case No.  
          CR-2015-16864 
 
           
          RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 
 
     
      Issue 
Has Benedict failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion by 
imposing a unified sentence of six years, with two years fixed, upon his guilty plea to 
grand theft? 
 
 
Benedict Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing 
Discretion 
 
 Benedict pled guilty to grand theft and the district court imposed a unified 
sentence of six years, with two years fixed.  (R., pp.48-52.)  Benedict filed a notice of 
appeal timely from the judgment of conviction.  (R., pp.45-47.)   
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Benedict asserts his sentence is excessive in light of his acceptance of 
responsibility, drug use, amenability to rehabilitation during incarceration, and his 
willingness to cooperate with the prosecution.  (Appellant’s brief, pp.3-5.)  The record 
supports the sentence imposed.   
The length of a sentence is reviewed under an abuse of discretion standard 
considering the defendant’s entire sentence.  State v. Oliver, 144 Idaho 722, 726, 170 
P.3d 387, 391 (2007) (citing State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460, 50 P.3d 472, 475 
(2002); State v. Huffman, 144 Idaho 201, 159 P.3d 838 (2007)).  It is presumed that the 
fixed portion of the sentence will be the defendant's probable term of confinement.  Id. 
(citing State v. Trevino, 132 Idaho 888, 980 P.2d 552 (1999)).  Where a sentence is 
within statutory limits, the appellant bears the burden of demonstrating that it is a clear 
abuse of discretion.  State v. Baker, 136 Idaho 576, 577, 38 P.3d 614, 615 (2001) (citing 
State v. Lundquist, 134 Idaho 831, 11 P.3d 27 (2000)).  To carry this burden the 
appellant must show that the sentence is excessive under any reasonable view of the 
facts.  Baker, 136 Idaho at 577, 38 P.3d at 615.  A sentence is reasonable, however, if it 
appears necessary to achieve the primary objective of protecting society or any of the 
related sentencing goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution.  Id.   
The maximum prison sentence for grand theft is 14 years.  I.C. § 18-2408(1)(b).  
The district court imposed a unified sentence of six years, with two years fixed, which 
falls well within the statutory guidelines.  (R., pp.48-52.)  At sentencing, the state 
addressed Benedict’s ongoing criminal offending, his failure to rehabilitate, and his 
extensive criminal record. (2/9/16 Tr., p.11, L.1 – p.13, L.23.)  The state submits that 
Benedict has failed to establish an abuse of discretion, for reasons more fully set forth in 
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the attached excerpt of the sentencing hearing transcript, which the state adopts as its 
argument on appeal.  (Appendix A.)   
 
Conclusion 
 The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm Benedict’s conviction and 
sentence. 
       
 DATED this 12th day of July, 2016. 
 
 
 
      __/s/_Lori A. Fleming__________ 
      LORI A. FLEMING 
      Deputy Attorney General 
 
 
      ALICIA HYMAS 
      Paralegal 
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1 of the estimated amount to reflect the fact that 1 MR. NAUGLE: As for the sentence In this 
2 the vehicle Is of low value. 2 case, the State's recommending a two year fixed 
3 THE COURT: I was going to say, because In 3 followed by a four-year Indeterminate sentence for 
4 the civil world, at least, you don't get the cost 4 a total of six. We are going to ask that you 
5 for repair If It exceeds the value of the 5 impose that sentence. 
6 property. 6 Mr. Benedict comes before the Court 
7 MR, NAUGLE: Right. 7 today, and by my count he has six felony 
8 THE COURT: If the property has some 8 convictions. He was on probation In Judge Moody's 
9 residual value, you take the fair market value at 9 case. That was a case· I also had In -- for 
10 the time, subtract out the residual value, and 10 possession of a controlled substance. He was on 
11 that difference Is the -- 11 probation In that case for a couple of years, and 
12 MR. NAUGLE: Right, 12 I guess, Just to put It simply, It did not go 
13 THE COURT: And so I -- anyway ... 13 well . The defendant violated his probation 
14 MR. NAUGLE: I understand that, and I 14 multiple times. Every time he violated his 
15 expected that response from the Court as well as 16 probation, It was not long before he was out 
16 counsel. And so I guess my request would be that 16 committing new crimes again. In fact, In this 
17 the Court slmply Impose restitution of somewhere 17 case In his latest probation violation, he 
18 In the neighborhood of $7-, $800. Perhaps $800 18 violated his probation In Judge Moody's case. 
19 would be fair number. And then Just make that 19 She •• the State had asked to Impose the sentence 
20 amendment on the order for restitution. That 20 at that time. Judge Moody opted not to Impose the 
21 would be my request. 21 sentence but sent him on a rider, then placed him 
22 THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Naugle. 22 on probation after a period of retained 
23 MR. NAUGLE: Thank you. 23 jurisdiction. 
24 THE COURT: I will wait to hear what the 24 And In an effort to give him the utmost 
25 defense has to say. Go ahead. 26 opportu'!!!Y to succeed, she had him comlna In for 
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1 weekly reviews for a period of about four to five 1 that I think the DUI Investigation was overlooked, 
2 weeks which Is all he made It before committing 2 which Is unfortunate. 
3 these crimes. 3 In any case, based on the defendant's 
4 Whereas the State •• or, I mean, as the 4 criminal history and this particular case, we 
5 Court Is aware after seeing the police reports in 6 certainly think a prison sentence Is appropriate. 
6 this case, the defendant begins using drugs again. 6 He's had opportunities galore. He's had the 
7 He steals a truck. He ends up gettln~ pulled over 7 opportunity for drug court. He's had the 
8 by police because he's straddling the center line 8 opportunity for at least one rider, If not 
9 and the -· on either Overland Road or Five Mlle 9 multiple riders. I think he's done multiple 
10 Road, He then stops, but then speeds away from 10 riders. I think he did drug court In 2006. He 
11 the traffic stop and ends up having to be run 11 ended up falling at that and then went on a 
12 down. 12 retained Jurisdiction, and that was back In 2006. 
13 He eventually stops but then jumps out 13 And then he had the new possession of a controlled 
14 of the car, runs away, and tries to get Into 14 substance In 2014, did a rider In that case. And, 
15 someone's house who -- where he Is stopped who was 1S In fact, I want to say that even that case he was 
16 apparently an acquaintance of his. And then he's 16 given another chance at drug court. So he's had 
17 taken Into custody at that point. 17 two chances at drug court, multiple chances at the 
18 His behavior doesn't get better. He 18 retained jurisdiction, and probation has just not 
19 tries to bite a pollce officer after defecating In 19 worked. 
20 his holding cell and smearing It all over the 20 So the State Is -- believes that 
21 walls and everything. It's by pure luck, I think; 21 Incarceration Is appropriate at this time and some 
22 they were so busy with him that they didn't do a 22 period of It. So we would ask that you Impose the 
23 DUI Investigation. He was almost certainly 23 two year fixed, four year Indeterminate sentence. 
24 driving under the Influence at the time. But he 24 THE COURT: Thank you. 
26 was so •• they were so busy trying to corral him 26 Mr. Bailey? 
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